16/07/2004 02:21 4105731124 



MCGINNSGIBB 



PAGE 08 



09/735,256 

REMARKS 



^ Claims are allAe claims pending m the application. Claims 4-7, 1 U12. 19-20 24- 
25, and 27 stand rejected on infomdities. and 1-27 stand rejected on 
Applicants respectfully trave^e these objections/rejections based on the following discussion. 

I. The 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Famgraph, Rejection 

Claims 4-7, 11-12. 19-20. 24-25, and 27 stand ejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12. second 
paragraph, fa order to overcome this rejection, "future technology" has been .placed ^.ith 
"unknov.1 technology- as suggested in the rejection. Further, with respect to the language "said 
relationships" the claims have been amended to clarify that the models can include base models 
and models that have options. The language "said historical groundmles" has been removed 
where appropriate, because of lack of antecedent basis. In view of the foregoing, the Examizler is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

M. The Prior Art Rejections 

Claims 1-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by •'21« 
Semiconductor Manufi^turing Capabilities", hereinafter "Manufecturing." Applicants 
r^sp^tfiU^traversethis^j^^^ 

O^eclarmfeatur^of-perfbrmingaregressionanalysisonhisto^^^ 

dr_atafi.^cator"tocr^temodels"showinga«^^^^^^ 
cnttcal dimensions andsaidhistori^^ 

similarly defined by independent claim 15). 

^^^^-f'^^ly.^heMahufectoringpaperisverygenendanddes 
^^yandestablishinglinlcsandinfh^c^^ 

modelnu,env.onme„tn.re than the sumof individual components(seepage5, 
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In first columx.. and Figm« 4). la addition, the Manuiacturing paper illustrates, for example, in 
Table 5. that proper knowledge management wll increase efiBciency by providing knowledge to 
those people who need information so that they can make fester and wiser decisions (page 6, 
second column, last paragraph). However, other than describing these ovemU noble goals, the 
Manufacturing paper is silent regarding how such goals would be achieved. To the conteaiy, the 
claim invention very specificaUy describes a "regression analysis" and other similar specific ' 
measures that are not taught or suggested in the Manufecturing paper. Therefore, it is applicants 
position that the Manufacturing paper does not teach or suggest any method or system that 
performs a regression analysis on historical costs at a specific febricator in order to create models 
that will aUowtbe cost of feature, unknown designs to be simulated, as m the claimed invention. 

More specifically, the Manufacturing paper describes an operational model that simulates 
difiFerent factpiy layouts. It answer questions like (quoting from page 4), "how much equipment 
or how many people are needed to perfonn a given number of activities; how can a factoty be 
laid out for improved efficiency,..- etc. Uat model answers "what-if ' questions concerning 
optimal staffing levels, tooling levels, and layout of die fecility. For example, the model in the 
Manufacturing paper predicts the overall savings resulting from CFM vs. FFM product flow and 
changes in cycle time, lot size, or operational policies. The scope of the model in the ■ ' 
Manufecturing paper is very bioad, treating the factory floor, its area, the entity itself, and ti,e 
overall business enterprise as diffeient component. 

The Claim invention differs significantiy fiom this. Tbe claim Invention presupposes an 
existmg febricator. complete witii people and tools in a given layout and answers "what-ir 
questions concerning the costs of future unknown devices timt could be produced by that 

febncatonPoragiven factory and product mix, ti«. invention can predict tile cost of the d^^^ 

unknown fi^tur^ product types. Tims, the invention enablesafectory to optimize cost and 
revenue by trying out different product mixes. 

n^fo^ i, is appUo««s posWc to *e Msauftctaing l«p.r does n« te«h o, »»g« 
pafcnmng , :^„„ ^ ^^^^^^ ^ ^ 
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and said historical costs" as defined by independent claims 1, 8, and 21 (and similarly defined by 
independent claim 15). Hius, applicants submit that independent claims I, 8. 1 5, and 21 are 
patentable over the Manufecturing paper. Further, dependent claims 2-7, 9-14, 16-20. and 22-27 
are similarly patentable, not only because they depend from a patentable independent claim, but 
also because of the additional features of ihe invention they define. In view of the foregoing, the 
Examiner is lespectfiilly requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

UL FormaJ Matters and Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants submit that claims 1 -27. all the claims presently 
pending in the application, are patentably disti«:t from the prior art of record and ar« in condition 
for aUowance, TT^e Examiner is re^tfully requested to pass the above application to issue at 
the earliest possible time. 

Please charge any deficiencies and credit any overpayments to Attorney's Deposit 

Account Number 09-0456. 

Respectftilly submitted, 



Dated 



McGinn & Gibb, PLLC 
2568-ARivaRoad 
Suite 304 

Annapolis, MD 21401 
Customer Number; 29154 




Frederick W. Gibb, III 
Reg. No. 37,629 
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